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Appendix  16 


Question  to  Jury 


ORDINARY  NEGLIGENCE  CASE 

In  an  ordinary  negligence  case, 

1.  Was  there  any  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  which  caused  or 
contributed  to  the  cause  of  the  accident? 

2.  If  your  answer  to  Question  1  is  “yes”,  then  state  fully  and  clearly  in  what 
such  negligence  consisted; 

3.  Was  there  any  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  which  caused  or 
contributed  to  the  cause  of  the  accident? 

4.  If  your  answer  to  Question  3  is  “yes”,  then  state  fully  and  clearly  in  what 
such  negligence  consisted; 

5.  If  your  answer  to  question  1  is  “yes”  and  your  answer  to  Question  3  is 
“yes”,  do  you  find  it  practicable  to  determine  the  respective  degrees  of 
fault  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant? 

6.  If  your  answer  to  Question  5  is  “yes”,  then  state  in  percentages  the  degrees 
of  fault  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant; 


The  defendant  x% 

The  plaintiff  .UT 

Total  lOO^o 

7.  In  any  event  and  irrespective  of  your  answers  to  the  foregoing  questions, 
at  which  amount  do  you  assess  the  total  damages, 

(a)  of  the  plaintiff  Sr 
(bi  of  the  defendant  Sr 
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Appendix  17 

Question  to  Jury 


PEDESTRIAN  CASE 

1.  Has  the  defendant  satisfied  you  on  the  whole  evidence  that  the  loss  or  damage 
sustained  by  the  plaintiff  did  not  arise  through  the  negligence  or  improper  con¬ 
duct  of  the  defendant,  the  owner  (or  driver)  of  the  motor  vehicle? 

Answer  Yes  or  No. 

2.  Was  there  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  which  caused  or  contributed  to 
the  accident? 

Answer  Yes  or  No. 

3.  If  your  answer  to  Question  2  is  “yes”,  then  state  fully  and  clearly  the  particulars 
of  such  negligence. 
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Appendix  18 

Question  to  Jury 


OCCUPIER’S  LIABILITY  CASE 
DANGEROUS  PREMISES 

1.  Were  the  injuries  to  the  plaintiff  caused  by  an  unusual  danger  on  the  defen¬ 
dant’s  premises  of  which  the  defendant  knew  or  ought  to  have  known? 

Answer: 

2.  If  your  answer  to  Question  1  is  “yes”,  then  state  fully  of  what  such  danger 
consisted. 

Answer: 

3.  Did  the  defendant  use  reasonable  care  by  notice,  lighting,  guarding,  or  other¬ 
wise,  to  prevent  injury  from  such  danger? 

4 

Answer: 

4.  If  your  answer  to  Question  3  is  “no”,  state  fully  in  what  respect  there  was  lack 
of  such  reasonable  care  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

Answer: 

5.  Did  the  plaintiff  use  reasonable  care  for  his  or  her  own  safety  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances? 

Answer: 

6.  If  your  answer  to  Question  5  is  “no”,  state  fully  in  what  respect  there  was  lack 
of  such  care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

Answer: 

7.  If  both  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff  failed  to  use  reasonable  care,  is  it  possi¬ 
ble  or  practicable  for  you  to  apportion  the  degree  to  which  such  failure  of  each 
contributed  to  the  accident? 


Answer: 


